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During the period Cepteomber 17w to June L, the fchool,of
"Fducation of New York Univercity and the Hew York City idoard of

m

mducation, with the'financial sssistance of the Ford Foundation,

z
.

conducted ¢ joint demonstration and training center £t Whitelaw

Reid Jonior High Cchool in Brooklyn / Junior High School 57K_7.

“he experirental project,ahhich came to be known as. the CIihic for

i

Tearning, had 2 brief. unhapo and notoriocus life.
=l . > N

"

-

\ . -

The Jlinic for Learning aimed=to improve the quality®of educa-

.

tional experiéncé for all seventh graderé.at the school during.fhe

first year; for all eighth graders during the'sepond year. It was :

[
.

to be a.multi-purposed program with comblex dimensions thaf might

\
“

only later be fully perceived. New York Univeisity was to intro-
duce its faculty and students to the public school setting in an

-
'

attempt to relate theory .to the realities of Jjunior high school
teaching. At.the came time New York City school ?Qrsanncl were to

. . . ;
be involved in the procegses of positive chenge within the class-

\

room and betweeh_s:h001 and community. ~n additiod, community
3 - . .
persong from the ﬁedford-ﬁtuyVesant area, where the school was .

",

2 . PR . P
located, were to be trained to acsist in“theedwcation offneighbor-
. . i . . - . ’ . B

o ~hood children. -

4
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Juch™a rroject staft., it was hoped, would undertské the mas- :
- H .

sive nffort necessary to remove the obstacles to effective learn-

“in

Vi

that were belrieved to exist in podr neighborhoods. An ultimate
. ~ . . ' n -

goal of the program was the development of procedures that might

a : . : .
serve &% nwodels for réplicaBion in other urban: schools. It was

thonght that by individualizing instrution and by reconstructin
oy g

“

the rdle of- the teacher, childfen would develop a

t

more positive
. . 3 ' . « y . i - )
. self-imasge. Thelr éducation would be made more relevant by the

creation of new curriculum materials. Finally, through the in-

, -

f»val?ement of students and parents in educational decision-making,
Junior {ligh Schocl 57 would be pulled out of its isdlation and be- - -

come, in effect, a "commlnity school,” a center for community de-
. A . o ‘ s
velopment as well as educatvional innovation.

# .
For New York Univergity students the Clinic for Leerning would

* J/  provide a "field" experience during which they could develop a
. ’ ] - * . R .

N " serious commitment to teaching in the city schools. Their profes-
[ A 4 ’ . . -

sionel education would consist of school practice, formel cours

- N >
v

.

&=

work, and serminars that would provide tﬁem with & deeper knowledge

of community 1ife, which in turn would enhance their insights into

children's classroom behévior-énd ite sociocultural bases. Fdrther,
a small number of able students from other disadéahtaged areas were

”

t

te be adﬁitted to New York Univefsity as assistants in the Clinic

for Learning program. ‘They were to be given finasncial aid, and-.it

e | | ; N
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interested in their academ’'c and personal lives. .

®

. v

wis hoped they wonld eorve ac wodels for junior hich school stu-

deate, incvirine ther to educational success.

>

o

A central feature of the Clinic for Learning-during the first

PR ] i ' . .
year of the prosram wag the "cluster" system in which 17 regular

seventh grade classes were realigned in six clustersTof 85 teo 90

children each. The 'school supplied for each cluster a teacher for

each of the following subjects: mathematics, social studies, Eng-

lish, and _science, as well as an additiongl teacher position; the
~- . “ '

university provided a cluster -cocordinator. College students in

’
!

the program served under a2 teacher intern master. All decisions
; . . .

about materials used, assignment of chilgren to classes, and cur-

riculum content were made by'the cluster staff.
, An immedinte anticipated benefit of sucK a format #ac that

A

~

2lage gize would-be éﬁaller and, therefore, mere’mgnégeable by

the teachers. Another expected gain was that childken would p%ﬁfit

sy having increaced nubers of adulte in their midst who would be-

.
e

Beyond the cluster arrangement, other resources in materials

o
1

snd personnel were planned for. In particular, community coordina-

12

e ) ; ) .. ) ’ .
tors would be.hired to serve as lisison between the s¢hool and the

home, go. that a school child could be 'reached as » person,” and

L]



his individual.needs more édeQuatgly‘fulfilled.~ _ -~

" It was"hoped that by the end «f the two-year experiment the

¥

projécp would have demonstrated to the qhildren that they could

"~ learn and to the teabhers, who had harbored attitudes of defeatdsm

-

and disdain for some children, that they could succeed with: their

students, It was further expected that the combined efforts of

t_the project staff would dissipate the negative iﬁflugﬁCes of the

teulture of peverty" which, according to the program designers,

affected the children to he served.
ASSESSMENT “AND - EVALUATION K !

_ But despite the hard and sincere efforts of many persons, the

.

‘Clinic for Learning was foEfgélacFiﬁg bj Junior High School 57 of=

ficials and, likewise, by/bifnic for.Learning personnel,. =~ Both .
groups admitted that the program had not been.successful. It wés
this joint'fecbgnition of "failyre" that eventually spurred an
evaiuation of thé Clinic for Learning by thelCenter for Urbag Educa—
tion. The purpéée_of such an evaluation Was.not to fix blaﬁe b@y

rather to assess thé.cﬁpseg for failuré, in the hope that future

attempts at educational innovation involving university, public

" school, and community would benefit.

<

1 4
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On March 15, 1968, representatrves from the Cente for

Urban Education met ét Junior High School 57 with the New York

~

Unlver51ty personnel, Junior High School 57 off1c1als and teachers, -

members of tpe Iocal School Board, parento, the DlsquEE‘éﬁbcr ntendent
rani
" and representatives of his offlce 1 Feellngs ran high., There was elear
\ . - © |
agreement-that ‘the Clinic for Learning did not succeed and that it would

PN

not hare been'continued'at Junior_High School 57, if various persons had
had their choice in the matter. In fact the IocalvAdvisory Board which
had come into belug durlné the flrst year of ‘the Cllnlc for Learnlng, had
. already concluded thls41n an evaluatlon of its own, (Thls evaluation was
_not made public at the"meeting.) Tt was finally agreed that the Center for
L Urbe;:Educationjundertake the evaluation with-the present writer as Evaluation
\‘ Director3 and that the evaluationkéeam would be given eccess_to documentsfre—

( lating to the Clinic for Learning program ‘and wouldfbe permitted'to conduct
interviews and-observations One teacher at the meeting was most p01nted
: )ﬁ" .
A in h;s reactlons, when he declared "The best thing we could do would be

\
« toslose this school down and put the kids in the street. They would be

better off," : . S \-

1 " / S ' . . .. l\

Mlnutes of this meeting. wefe recorded by a member of the Center for! .
Urban Education. It should be noted that some persons present at the mectlng -
were of the view that an evaluation was not particularly needed, or even wanted,

so convinced d1d they appear to be that the Clinic for Learning had been an- Utter
failure. . :




CHAPTER IT ,
' PROJECT _EVALBATION DESIGN AND PROCEDURES
P . ' \

- It was late in the school yean»by uhe t1me the evaluatlon team
ﬂwac offlclally aDDroved in mid-April 1968. Wlth only two.and one-
-half months remaining before school was out, procedures héd to be ‘
concentrated on.those acpects that would reveal most aboet the

llnét for Learning whlch by then had been in existence for almost

‘

two years., Some of the orlglnal participants in thevprogram had
. ) %

already left; various documents could not be located; and events

e o . ' . .
did nothalways remain clear in the minds ¢f some persons interviewed.
. . ‘ . .4
The evaluation team sought to organize its research around °

particular themes and events and to measure their ouﬁeome against

the Original Clinic for Learning proposal.’l How could different |
Ca » 7 o 7 .
vedsions of what occurred over a two-year span be reconciled?

"hat could be learned for the future?

The eight members_of the evaluatigh team were carefull& chosen
t'? ) tl")’ . o

for their experience in education and their interest in the research. .
A1l had had extensive experience with "disadvantaged" students.

{

Four members were university professors, three of these, former

-

, Isee Appendix B fordoriginal evaluation design proposal. This
"indicates, more specifically, the questions the team sought to flnd

© answers. to, and the considerations it deemed relevant in assessing
the Clinic for Learning program.




and other persons connected functio?élly to these key personnel.’

publié sc@@ol teachers. Two~members’were juqio? hi~h gphbol teach-
ers in areas houéing_bredominantly minority gfoup chilg;en. Twoﬁ,
ﬁeﬁbers were students who ﬂgd worked extensiVely in community action
programs and had themselves attended public schools in disadvantaged
neighborhoods. The team's background of experiénce and academic
sthdy included anthropology,>psychalogy, guidance and éounsp%ing,
language arts, soéial studies, mathematice, éciencé, educapional
edrministration, and burriculum’cénstruction} .
Tﬁé total research task was: delineated and -divided aloﬁg the’ |
perceived lines of "expertise" of the team members. ‘The Evaluation
Diigctor undertook to interviewitﬁe Clinic for Learning Diréqtbr
at New York Universify, fhe iﬁ-school Clinicufof Learﬁing Direétor,
the Principel of Junior High School 57, the Distriet Superir;tspder;t, :

'

Further, he reviéwed the available documentary ev.idence reiating

,

Z

to the program.’ o

The Jjunior high gﬁhqpl teachers queriéd aqﬁ observed Junior

High School 57 teachers and spoke to children. Where permitted,

’ Y

they reviewed curriculum materials for content.

1

The team members familiar with: community action programs spoke

to neighborhood peopre and interviewéd‘junior high school students

in the school and in the neighborhood. n addition, theylmet with

<
——, B

New York imiversity persons whqvﬁqd’worked within the Clinic for

- [
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for cogparison with children in the program.

_Most of our researdhfhaé to take place during schobl time, when

8

£

Learnipg‘and‘were'able tb obtain from them taped materials of meet-

inge and class sessiohs.
Ss

.

One member of the team reviewed Junior Higl School 57 records

on attendance, reading, and testing; he checked curriculum materials

’

for ‘content and classroom presentation; and he also observed classes

in .various curriculum ar-~as and noted student reaction and involve-

ment.

’

Another interviewed members of local community action projects,
S :
and meffbers of the Local School Board.

3

SE11l another ;tudied the cluster arréngements. >He interviewed

stﬁdents who were not a part of the Clinic for Learning as a basis

. -

Finally, one membér of the team, who made no observations and
conducted no interviews, served mainly as a "dispassionate" reader I

of our firdings and as a- "neutral" observer to our procedures.  He

assisted in the revision of our research procedures where neces-

sary. He read the initial write-ups of our research and made

« ) o . o . C
critical suggestions. _ : .

Of course; ‘there was of necesggity overlap in our efforts. We
. ‘ '» . . ‘\ . .. .

did not erect, elaborate and formal questionnaires because of the

,/

diff&éhlty'with respect to time and access to subjécts and informants..

teachers_and‘school nfficials were engaged in'theif»usualwacfiVity}

e
®
~ .o s

|
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Wie were accorded cooperation and assistance, however, in most
instances. On occasion we were told that materisls could ot be-
' * < ' .
) . b .
located, and we assumed these instances to be honestly reported
to us.? .
]

Basically, the evsluetion team sought to discern pattern
R B -

and meaning in fhe varicus events that had transpired during the

. life of ;the Clinic -for Learning. We were not interested in the . -

static data-that help mérely to quantify efents but do ndt reveal ,' .

?

them éualitatively. None of our "attitudinal" assessments was
derivedﬁindebendently; on the contrary,. each was the yesﬁlf Sf‘
congensus. We saw no one as oﬁr."client " but sought to'derive
our insights obﬂectlvely in the hope that the chlldren of Junlor/‘

ngh School 57 would eventually be the beneficiaries of our in-
v . 3

o

3 - ‘. ER
vestigation.

EIt_was @ifficult to Sbtain.school'records thatIWent back twor
years. Indeed, it «was mbst:diffipu}t to secure & copy of the __ .-~
original- Clinic for Learning,proposal In other 1nctances, it is

—

‘admitted that even '"private'"material was 'shown us ‘in the hopé that

thig material would help Clarlﬂy our flndlng - - -
7/ \ . , . . - ®

/ . A

-~
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CHAPTER 1III - S -

& Lo EVOLUTIQON OF THE PROGRAM

v <
. . ! . 1

i V" - . N ‘
511 inncvation presumably begins in the creative act of see-.-
\‘ .

ing aifered ways of doing customary things., To this must be added

2

the felt need as the prerequisite to the acceptance of change.
These factors were recognized by New York University, the Ford

Foundation, and the New York City Board of Education when they ap-
‘ -~
proved the attempt to enhance educational opﬁortuniﬁies in a
. : > '
‘ Redford-Stuyvesant Jjunior high school.

o

THE PROPOSATL

A2

The relationship between 1life's chances and educational attain-

ment was noted iﬁ\ihe\Clipic for Learning proposal:

—

~..
.
—

If, as our society exists today, theére_is to be any
permanent amelioration of the plight of the-impoverished
with, as the final goal, the eventual eradication of the
city slum, education must play’ ‘an essentlal role. It *
has been documented time and again that #n large measure
the inadequate education of the inhebitants of these S
neighborhoods grievously limits the possibility for a
basic improvement in their condltlon. Furthermore, it

- has been fully documented that teaching standerds and
teachlng performance in these areas are lower than in
more well to—do neighborhoods.

The typical, school in a disalvantaged neighborhood in = -
many ways reflects the mood that exists in the slum T
generally. Even well prepared teachers and adminis-

trators are overwhelmed by the pressure of the environ-

ment and most teachers find themselves unable in their ,{
own terms to satisfactorily cope with the complex educa-
tional problems that surround them. ’
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. r b
Ve believe we,can alter these circumstances. New
York City has already carefully selected Whitelaw

Reid Junior Hagh School #57 1n Bedford—Stuyvesant
as a typical school in a aisaavanvaged neignoornood.

for the demonstration school and steps preliminary to
deep involvement are being made by New York University.
Implicit as well as explicit in the proposal was the hotion.

that the social environment from which the poor child comes is a

major inhibiting factor in his educationel attainment. Indeed,

'

. even the school was seen as'being influenced by these negative com-

Y

- munity forces. |

£

Housing is most marginal with several pockets con-
_ Jtaining families with no structure at all - such-
pockets contain femilies which move about. frequently
and wherein children "live" with'grandparents, aunts, .
and uncles.? ' - ‘

Children were characterized as being "aggressive," and having
: ’ i

s

"antagonisms towards school." They allegedly showed a "low.level
of motivation," and "dafiance towards learning proc:ess._"3 Flse-

where in the propos&l children were described as im some instances

hendicapped "by disproporticnately. high rates .of social maladjust-

"> ment, behavioral disturbancéfand meﬁtal subnormality.")+ v | k

\ The proposal p esented statistics that revealed high pupll

moblllty in the school, limited recreational f801llt1es, low reading

a

lJohn C. Robertson, “The Clinic for Learning," n.d. / reprint_ /,
pp. 1.2 ' .
"?Ib_id.,’p. o.,
3bid., p. 6. g
b .
9. g

Tvid., p.
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scores, ''bad" attendance records, a re;agively inexperienced
faculty, and %he tfffgk background ofdpupiis (71 percent Negro,
‘QS’percent Puerto Rican; 1 pércehé "o@her”W. With this informa-
tion and kﬁowleaée.the Clinié for Learning was to reshape the

process of schooling positively in behalf of children. )

The Clinic for Learning will demonstrate that the use of
pre-professional personnel in dynamic relationship

with present teaching personnel can during a radical-

ly different teacher training program in the University,
the school and community sharply change a Junior High
School in the middle of the slum into a school of un-
usual merit in the education of disadvantaged children.

fod

D

- Furthér, the child "will reject the negative image aspects
cf gelf as determined Qv racial, ethnic or class background.

"6

and the negative influence of his péers. "He will incfeasing—
ly spend his time in pursuits related to educatiEh;.(less piay,
stooptélk, cards, etc.'. . .He will learn to transfer responses
from the concrete. . «to those which are more abstract. "’

Llearly, the Clinic for Léarning was undertakiné a monumentai
tesk. Tts goals were pefﬂaps admiréble. However, other factors

came to be seen as relevant’ to the understanding oflchildren'é lack

of ach;evemént. The children were not themselves solely to blame

)

1/

5Tbid., p. 7. ' N v -
“Tbid.. p. 10.
Tmvid., p. 11.




-

.13 ' i

for school failure. The original proposal had set fortn<§ ‘aultural

deprivation"” theory which cended to emphasize pupil and community
weakness, not strength. “‘or example, is it possible for families

i (
"with no structure at all" to exist? Is it wfong to live with

1o
I

”eunts and uncles Are Bedford -Stuyvesant children able primarily

H?

to think only in the "coacrete These were some of the allegations.

Accumhlating‘evidence was to reveal to University officials that

* this approachywagbased cn falsé premises..

——

¢
-

The:Summer Program

, N .
In the summer of 1966 groups of students: from Junior ‘High
: R .

"~ School 57, University personnel, and school officials were invited

. participation.

to the New York University camp at Holmes, New York to "puild

bridges" to learning. Those interviewed by the evaluation'team

responded positively in their recollections of this experience, in-

LN

cludin& the‘Principal of Junior High School 57. One teacher said
h2 had a2 wonderful time;8' In his opinion, everyone got“along well
and wac looking forward to the inception of the program in fall.

Additionally, he was pleased that he had been paid so well for his

8Interv1ew with former Clinic teacher, December 2, 1968 in
Huntington, New York. This person had left Junior High School 57
after the first year of the.Clinic for Learning program. He de-
scribed the school as- impossible." L,
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i
Thus, despite what the evalustion team félt was erroneous
philosophy in the Clinic for ﬁéarning proposal, the preliminary-
steps in establishing the program were effected smoothly. In later
interviews, however, we were told that "after two months or so,

things begfﬁ to gé ﬁrbng."9 The discontent that did arise occurred

“once the program was underway at the school.

Interview With Clinic for Learning Director

x An interview with%the Clinic for Learning Directorlo confirmed

_this initial finding: things did start off on a relatively éven

v

keel bdg\iftitudes that created conflict emerged early in the prok
The\DirEctor told us that Clinic persons and school officials

gram.
. . ‘ o .
‘. seemingly sterted with the same premises about educational needs of
. . . T

children but soon diverged in their views. The Director came to

« . . . . o
gee Junior High School 57 as an oppressive place.: He felt that

-

New York;UﬁiversityaWas éble tc change more readily than was Juﬁior
High School 57, andiwas'firmly convinced of'%his after’%he first
year of the Clinic for Learning’p?ogram; New York Universify came

to believe that ghetto children can be educated but that schools

1 N
v

cannot be changedj' Rather, enclaves would have to be de?eloped

-~

*

IInterview with Assistent to the District Superintendent, Dis-
trict Superintendent's officé, May 23, 1968. ‘ _ &

10Tnterview with Clinic for Learning Diréctor, New York Univer-
gity, April 29, 1968.

———
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within the school which could function outside the hormal procedures

so as to éffect bhanges in learning patterns. The Clinic Director
E R

ARt

reported that a member of his staff felt Junior High School 57 was
g v
"in a state of edycational collapse" and that ongoing work in the

school was "irrelévant and dishonest." 1In effect, the school it-

self was"cha?acterized as being a significant part of the "urban
~f - ) .

" problem" and he 'doubted that the school contained the potential

to regenerate itself. ’ .‘ T \

___Furthermore, the Clipic Director, who believed thaf a truly

impresgive teacher training program hed been set in motion through
. , .

the Clinic for Learning, stported the concept that teacher train-

‘ .
1

ing ought to have a field work component built into ite He felt
that teachers at'idﬁipr High School 57 in s ome instaﬁgés wére
racisti”lacked‘subject expertise, and generally wefe bad modéls
for cﬁildren largely becau;e they were graduates of inadequate
training programs and had learned little”a%out ghetto FCmmunities
and their children. When aske «why_?he Cliﬁic for Learning had,.
rémained forlthe entire two ééiggi his anéﬁer was tﬁat it was .
hoped that mere cOulé,be learned aboup Junior High'School P? and
that teacher tra&ging.would"be‘enhanced‘by using the scho;l-aé'a
.”f;eld" s}Fuatibn.‘.It was hoped also that many of the gﬁild£en

N

would eventually be reached by the Clinic,

2

Interview with Assistant to District Superintendent

Interviews wére held with persons -in the District Superintendent{s

¢



“ ' - 6. ) . 2k

off;ce in an effort to verify or disprové the fact that the Clinic
fo}'Learniﬂg incurféd rough goi:g in its early stages. Wé were
informed by the Assigtant tp the District Superintendent that the
program, which began.on a coéperativé and optimistic plane, soon
was reducéd to an atmosphefe of distrust:and discontent: Objec~
tions arose over what Clinic personnel wanted to'teéch (for ex-
\ample, Yoga was offered as a course) and\the Aepartures from normal

o

curriculum procedured, S;hoof officials thouéht\thaﬁ Univefsity
- .
. perscnnel were not well acquainted with children in school, Ilittle
direction; purportedly, was-given stﬁdent'teachers. Things appeared
t00 random.gglt-was even ‘alleged that staff stability and spirit
at Junior High School 5§‘wéreépndermined. We were t01d,'“Alﬁos£
all teachers were oﬁ;oseq to the Clinic,"
No antagonism was voiced towar& the élinig fo;%Learni;g'Direc—
tor, Indeed,'hé was chafacterized as a "nice guy,” who was com-
petent but apparently had nc ninfluence" at his dwn ipstitﬁtion.

Tt was asserted that the Clinic for Leaning did not bring to bear

the wider resourtes of the university in the Clinic program, é.g;,

deﬁtél services,vsocial work assistance, etc., After The Way It 1s}
the film about thé Clinic for Learhing, apﬁeared we were told

that parents complained to the Superintendent's pffice; they wanted
the ciinic out of the school. This was still in tpe'first year of

‘

the experimental program. T R ‘.

q
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Interviews With the District Superintendent

Since the District Superintendent is theoretically respohgible &
for- the educational programs in schools within his Jurisdiction,

‘the‘evaluation sought Ep place his role in perspective wi@h,regard

.

to the Clinic for -Learning.ll Of particular interest to us was
the finding that he wgs.firétiinfbrmed about.the Clinic for Learn-
'ing's~1$cation‘ih,J£;iof High School 57 by an assistant in the Of- \
-+ fice of‘thé Superintgndent of.Schqols; Neither had the Local
School Bgérd been consulted ét first; but he persuaded:£h m-to ac-
¢ cept the-Clinic‘fby Leqﬁning; iﬁ.his words, he.”convince ﬁhem to -
five’it & try." Indeed, at @ meeting with Neﬁ-yofk University
i;;lle before school opened in fall 1966,{one 6f the black téachers | »}
at'thg,schqol voiced reservaﬁionS ¢bout the University's  "mission-
ar& attitudel'

.

' This kind of:rééction was heightened later in the
p?bgram, we learned, by New York University's failﬁte to include
black personnel on its in-school staff. Thodéh this omission was.

\\\ interpreted as an ”ovéfsight,” it noﬁetheless_a%o éd negative

feelings’bn the part of persons in a commﬁnity tha Jwas-mostly bléck.x

Despite growing objections, the District Superintendent revealed

that he was willing to go along with the program. However, when

~ . . llTWo interﬁéews were held in the office of the-District'Super-
intendent: May¥ 21, 1968 and May 27, 1968. ‘
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in January of 1907 parents of childrenliﬁ'the SP program (special’

enrichment program.at junior High School 57\ complained that theif
children were not géfting enrichment experiences’ in their seventh

grade cluster classes, he felt.he had to$¥ctl_ Tt was "a. major

turning point." The reading speciaiist at the schopl, for éﬁample;

was denied permission bythe Clinic to hold an essay contest on

flegro History. It was explained by Clinic personnel that the lower

Kl

achieviﬂg'childreh would first have-to begﬁrought to a higher level.

This was-interpreted by school officials as, "shortchénging" the
brighter children. , S .

- In a visit to Junior High School 57 in early ‘spring 1967, the .

14

District Superintendent, accompanied byﬂoffiéialsnof the Ford

Foundation,obsérvéd a high exponent class. He repofted the impreé—
) . : ’ : T ‘ o
sion that_there was no "central plan" to the instruction going oh

- « ¢ . A

and that miany "militant" books were| in the classroom. These were

contributed by the teacher, who did i o "his own." Ailegedly,_'
neighborhood people found this disciyherting, and University repre-
sentatives were unaware of what was happening in shis ﬁarticular'

3 o
classroom. . - v

The District SuperintenJLnt further offered that New York”Uni-

versity persons did nol weet regulafiy with Junior High School 57

teaéhers, there was no planned schedule of events, and school

- . § . i . .
scheduling was not -taken into account. When he offered the use of

0

<>
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+*he dihtnfct Reading Opecialist. the Clinic refused it. »~ Finally,

. r
he gfcgested the creation of a Jjoint Planning Beard. It was never
- v -

* ' , : n M .
Tormed. Indeed, the Clinic for Tearning Director, feelirig himself
i

hamstrung, called for a meeting with the Superintendent of Schools

4

-

to consider =such complainma%y'Clinic for Learning personnel -as
the. fac} that children were not allowed out of the building during
schoole hours to pnrticipate in a cbmmunity study. Agein the Dis-

3 ‘ . .
trici C“perlntendent suggested joint planning meetings,°but as he

.

stated, The¥/generally failed to- take place -
In lwbe qorlng 1967, 18 Unlverclty teachlng Lellowq were to v
be placed at Junior High School 57. But when p&rents objected 'un-

til they were told to what use the fellows would be put, the fel-

- lows were eventually placed_in‘anbther school.

According to the District.Superinteﬁdent there was no account-

1

ing for the;money being ~spent in the Clinic for Learning. The com-

-2

munity was grbwing'skeptical over the Clinic program. Things were

.
-
«/\

»

bad:enough in the district with respect to teacher experience, (@hout
N o N L

50 percent of teacherc in the dictrict had three years or "less of

~ .
. .y

teachiné experience) an .New York Uhiversity.had brought in ”eveﬁ

l;ss experienced" pe{//is. | |
Relationsh;bs'bétwgﬁn)University and school were deteriorating;

Inﬁereétingly*enéugh,\eVents prior to the beginning of the Clinic -

for Learning had reflected cordial and efficient relatiopnships. &

2%

I3

LS
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o A

check of correspondence on file in tlye District Superintendent's

’

affice revealed this to be the case as.far back'as December 1065,

In 2 letter to the Clinic for Learning Director vefore the incep-

?

tion of the linic the District Superintgndent spoke approvingly

. » _ 1 ,
of a ""vold and different approach to old problems." 2 Correspon-

dence between the Principal-and Clinie Director also revealed

initially a happy working relationship befween school and Univer-

T
b

-sity‘ufficials.lj However, the letters and memos. gradually became -

°

more antagonistic as the Clinic program proceeded, a state of af-

- fairs that was.epitomized in.a letter from a cendidate for the in-

school Climic Director job, turhing down the position and outlining’

b ]
his reasons.l Many of the criticisms of the Clinie'program found

in this letter were voiced by school officials. By the end of .the

‘n

{firstfyear, criticism of the'Clinic had mounted as did, commensurate-

Foo. . :
ly, discontent with school officials 'on the part of‘University per-

sons. ‘Where the éhildren fitted into this bidture was not yet clear.

a

( A Board of Education specialist ;in community relations, Qho

was working in the District Superintendent's office, made an even

more startling -claim., She revealedwﬁhat children in the Clinic

-

1°Letter dated February 18, 1966 from-District Superintentent
to Clinic for Learning Director. '

13The Principal of Junior High School 57 spoke approvingly of
the Clinic Tor Learning Director, even when the latter wa& involved
in the APEX program at the school. This was before the Clinic was
officially started. Letter from school Principal to New York Uni-
versity Dean of the uChOOl of Education, March 23, 1966,

l*Let+er on flle in District ouperlntendent s officé; dated June

’15 1947,
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program had "done worse' in reading than children previously did.

: o ™
She could not at that moment offer the evidence for this but claimed

Toit existed. After a time she edmitted, however, that indiviaual Ay‘
. children had been helbed in the Clinic program, but "not many." . - e
She‘fevealed, also, that ”thexgirst real cbnfrontaﬁion -- beyend.
the whispers" occurred at a meeting of the'Adyisory Board on March

-
-

17, 1967. Criticisms were Qpenly,voiqed: New York University

. pergonnel Were'aecused of ‘not really kncving the community and of

L beiﬁg,uncooperative toward school officials.' The.Afro—Americen

Teachers Association also voiced oppoéition to the Clinic program.ls

The reasons for oppc.ing the Clinic for Learning ﬁere: "unful-

5

no black people

mnon mn on

filled promises, bad discipline among childggn,

" "no new curricula developed,” "bad-

1116

_— hired By New York University,

choice of unﬁveréiéy students, and the feellng by communlty

that the program would eventually qerve te prove that 'thildren can't
. _ make jt;”
2 In brief, vafious neighborhood.ﬁersons came .to view experi-
ﬁentation at Juﬁiqr High Schoei-57Awith szégicion. _They die not

\

T

15an interview with the  present President of the Afro-American
Teachers Association in August, 1968 corroborated this finding.
N . , . ,
e ’ L . )
lOIn}eryiew with community-school liaison representative in the
office of the District Superintendent, May 21, 1968. She tolq-that
o . ‘¢ parents referred © the qtudentq from New York University as "tore-
£ up hippies."

” -

fah
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want the lack of succesg }n the prograq_to'reflect negatively on
the children in the school. However, as reported to the evalua-

tion team, Junior High School 57 was now -shook up." Parents:

had not been happy with the -school before the Clinic for Learnihg

had been instituted. With the  arrival of the Clinic their expecta-~

. , . -
tions for improvement were-raised only to be frustrated:

. .

Interview With School:Principal

-
¢

We thought, too, that the sehool‘Principél woulg_havevdefinite
views about the C11n1c for Learnlng.A He‘was oppésed.to-the Clinic,
along with ofher school OfflClal Many of his objectioné‘were
elong admlnlctratlve lines. He was distﬁrbed that cluster ceordina—
torq did not spend the same amourgt of time at the school as d1d
teachers not %n the prpgram.~ He was opposed to what he called
"absentee leadership,” as reflected in the infrequent apsearances.
at the school by the Cl;nic for Tearning Direetof. He aieb noted

that thére wasg no in-sehool director of the program for fhe firét-
I ‘(
year. No clear- cut de0151on maklng procedure° had been erected

children:, he alleged often left the clacsroom and the school w1th-i

,out approval of hlS inlce. He felt, generally, that New York Uni-

T

- vefsif Wag.ioperating outside Junior High School 57 lines, and

)
A
|

_ _ - . -
- that his responsibility for the children and teachers in tHe 'school

was being violated.™ Aslthings grew worse'duriné the first year,
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< his naﬁe wse removed from ¢linic for.learning stationery. Thia -
proved to him, he thought, that .the Univereity and the. school . -

would not get along;'17 "structure seemed. absent invthe proéram.”
It Fegan to'appear.to the.evalnating-ﬁeam that~antagoniems

had become personal as well as academic.»’The'Principal told us
X .
that "he oppoced the c'erv1ng of cocoa to clinic 'students because

as he said, ”my men would have to clean it up when it Spllled "

”’1

There was no misteking ‘the personal anlmoaltles that had in-
deed developed by the end of the second year.of the Clinic for.
Learning.. Members of the evaluation team made snre tp.apprise allg

~ \ 4 .
& pereons (unlver51ty and qchool off1c1als\ of purpo;Zé of the re-
”search,_to whom they intended to speak, etc., lest 1t appear that

the, T€am %tself was taking sides. This situation forced ug to seek

evidence beyond interviews and the statements of certain prqminent
figures. We spoke to chlldren and teachers, we ObuerVEd claSses in.
. s

session ; we reviewed taped materials. -:After all, perhaps the Clinic

~

for Learnlng did create 1mprqvements, children might have been learn-

s

ing. Virtually no persons had?cpecnflcally reIerred.to the benefltc.

- of the program in our dlccu551ons W1th them. We turned to a closerc
4 o .

" examination of the school itself.

17 Interview with Junior High School Principal in his-office,

L. April 29, 1968. Several other interviews were conducted with his
' permission throughout the observational sessions conducted by the
evaluation teem at JuniorfHigh-School 57. 0 :

'[’ . - -
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CHAPTER IV ‘ -

" . OBSERVATIONAL FINDINGS R

Afteér many interviews:the evaluation team sought to validate
Y

findings by turning to the classroom. Various informants had lined

up on one of two sides:- university persons were opposed tc schcol

v ;- y
officials: and school personnel were negative.toward university

)

icials. . It looked much like a family squebble, widh the chil-

o

oft
.dren caught in the middle. Responses tolou; queries were rendered
mostly’on the bacses of emotion and attitude by administratofs,
faculty., and staff:

Junior ﬁigh School 57 0cpﬁpieé a considerable space in a
neighborhood thet is largely a slum. Such é large building must
in itself have én influence on the lives and perceﬁ%ions of those
who are ConnécfedAwith it.. Rows, of‘brbwnstone homes and tenement
buiidings wofn by time line the streets adjacent to it. University
aﬂd schooi”personnel were transients in the:community. }ndeed,
very few peréons at the.schbbl seemed to have .any insiéht‘into the
lives led by the children who aftended the school. . Much of whet
the children were capable of wés.lost'iﬁ the interpersonal antagon-

. v S ) .
-1sms among teachers and between school and university staff.

H

Our observations were made mainly #n May and. June of 1968.
. Oh every occasion we found-children out of class, some of them

truants we learned, others simply wandering. Traffic in and out
/
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of classes was constantuw~Mény:classes started late. -Absenteeism
&gs striking. Néne_of the evaluation team members was stopped in
the hallway by teachers on patrol or any others. We could only

conclude that meandering this way was not unususl. Few ‘school~"

staff, in fact, knew that an evaluation of ﬁhe Clinic program was

'being undertaken. Only the children seemed wary; when one of the

members of the team approached him, he said, "You going to give

~us a.hard time, too?"

-

Interview With In-School Clinic For.Learning Director

2
We were directed and assisted in our classroom observations
by the in-school Clinic for Learning Director, who had been hired
at the beginning of the“second year of:the Clinié br&gfam. This
géve.the Qnivgrsity staff a person who had had experience in thé
Teacher Corps éﬁdayho mighg\know the chiidreﬁ,Abeing himself a
black man. He turned out to be a very forceful peréonality who

became by his own admission the Clinic's répresentative 'in deal-

ing with the Principal of Junior High‘School 57. Had such a per-

son been assigned during the first year s.a joint structure beﬁwgen
university and school might have been established. By the second
year, opposing forces had already taken robt. When he was asked
what hé felt.was the major cogxribution £o childfen made by the

Clinic, he answered: '"They feel ‘better about themselves." Had

e e .

Eﬁgff-iearninglbeen enhanced? Were achievement. levels higher?

“ |
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‘e answered affirmatively to both questions.

Classroom (bservations

3

To see if children were feeling better about'themselves, and

1
A

learning more, the evaluation team entered various classes in ses-
cion. A typical art class was described as "a demoralizing exper-
ience" by the obser;er. The teacher constantly spoke at the tdp
of hef voice.. Children sat with hats and coats on, though it was
a spring day in May. A can of paint was spilled. One child was
adiscov.ered not to beléng in the class, but he would ngt leavesy
lthree ofhers did leave for no discernible reason. .Fouf'éhildren
painted while the others sat and chatted {2 total of 12 children
were in attendance). At the end of the classg, the teacher remarked

to the observer: '"They want an education?" In the observer's view,

_ this was an art period, but not a class in art.

To be sure, the cluster teachers' meetings we attended revealed

‘that teachers were largely faken up witﬁ the behaviof problems of
children. Discipline geemed a constant.groﬁlem. Discﬁssion'centered
around the fights some children were having, and how‘éifficult it
was to get parents to come to school when disciplining children.
This was now toward the end of a two-year period at Junior High
.Scﬂool 57, ;hen pfesumably teachers and children would be getting
along fogether well. At one meeting a teacher suggested that "t

-~
Al
i
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you have no club over' the kide, they'rve going to dog off."

We found also that teachers-were instructing children in cur-
Ficulum areas the teachers had not bcen preﬁared'for. For ex-
ample, a secial studies teacher was assigned to the reading pro-

gram. “Another teacher, formerly in the printing trade and in his

3

tirst year. of teac?ing:'was assigned to the science program thcough

his field wéds social studies.
v 7

One member of the team reported the following observation from

r
a ‘science class:

A boy squeezes his hand through the grating of the window
and methodically flcats strips of paper through the win- -
dow. Having run out of paper, he pulls out a-sandwich,
takes a bite under his desk, then floats 'the sandwich

out the window. Then-a pencil. Mri ___ has_ been
lecturing all this time with an eye on tae boy and an al-
most helpless glance at me. A student teacher remains
perched on hi§ desk top, seemingly unconcetrned. . .Mr.

is now seeking answers to guestions from the boy who had
been floating papers out the window. To each question the
boy responded, "niggér.'"- This happened two or three times.

" Also present in this room was another college-aged‘man. Whén
aéked who this person Was, the teachér told the observer that he
was ”probablyka friend of the student teacher." Through it all,
as on other days when the:evaluation team was pregént at ﬁhé school,
‘thé'loudépeéker blared announcements; some announcements followed
immediately aftef others, countermanding and revising them. Many
of the annéuncements were admonishments to the students over and

over on how to behave.
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7Oﬁé”£eaghé£7iﬂwgggw&gfheméticswéiéés was judged to be very

effective. She Vbiﬁnteered that most mathematics teacheérs in the
Clinic for Learning program were»not licensed in that area, and £
that materials were hard to get despite the money that had been - S
alioéated to the"progra@a She described her work -as ;£rying to
put a band;aid on a great gaping sore, " : i
Paradoxically, a number of teachers observed in Clgsses_hot
rart of thg Clinic were also jﬁdged effective. One such tegéher;
who.was described by a ﬁember of the évaluatiOn team as a "jewel,"

1

'kfived in the neigﬁborhood and was -liked and respected. When asked
why he wasnot 1in the Clinic foreLearning; he responded? 'No one
aSkéd me.," _Since ‘teachers had to volﬁnﬁeer for'tﬁe'brogram,’several
-excellent feéchers were overlooked or chose to remain outside the
prbgramf

Still anoggér teacher-said that she had obtained the pqsitibn
of clustér teachér bylchance, having come from another city in the
summer of 1967 seeking work. jA ffiénd told Her about the program,
and shg wasg ablé to land the job -only weéks befocre the semester . o _ [
began-ét Juniof High School 57. Though she felt she benéfited by
her invol&ement, and wag very positive about the in-school Clinic }
Director, she said she would n;t return to the school the follow-

N\

ing“year even if asked to do so. She qited "administrative inter-

ference' and 'chaotic conditions" as reasons for her decision. ot
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e ——Some~ student teéachiers were evaluated as effective. In fact,

‘

much of the cufficulum material shown to us had béen developed by
student teachers on their own. One student teachef%{?o was hope-
fulhof obtaining a—regular position at the school the‘fol;oying
year chOSe.not’to return after Having héd.an‘argument with an As-
.Sistant Prinéipai:‘ That teaéher ;eportéd thét he had momentarily
left his hall duty post and was admonisﬂed for it. He.feit he was
improperly’chast;sed, and was convinced he could not work in. a
school bound by such strict administrative procedures.

Members of the team concluded tha® "materials, -except fér
mathematics, lacked scholarship. . .Whatiwas clear, aBove'all elsé,
was that curriculim was not given.any serious thought." Further-
more, curricuium "reflected the absence §f policy. As i; so com- °
mon, the soéialrstudies. . .suffered mosf." Teachers appareﬁtly_
aid not know how to arrange spafiél and femporal learning diﬁen-
sions in ways cppropriate to the subject:maftef. Classroom arréngeé
ments for the most part were the- same in;all‘subject areas. .Little
insight was evident info ch&ldren'ﬁ.sqﬁéﬁltural,ways; aé fostered
in'the;r personai lives. Thgs, noytranslationsTof ogt—of-schobl
tendencies were made tq.§chool procedures. It was at times.dif-

-~ Y

“ ficult to j?il ﬁhat an experimental brogram-in educational innova- N

tion was in its second year. Protocol prevailed to the detriment

of scholaréhip.
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'The Children - I .
e . o

-

N * : ' ! 'y
The children had their own versions of what was happening ad:
. . - k . \ . N "

A

Junior High‘School<%7. Many of them- said it was a "bad school;T
Severai éaid the ki&s weré to blamé; others said tﬁe teachers Qere
no gbod and- they objected also to the seémingly rigid patterns of
administfatiVe control. As an example of the lack of considerétion
by the sdhooimfér the varied nature of activities foétefing“l;arn-

ing, the children reported this story: A group had been scheduled

for a trip to the shore to collect shells. When some of the girlS'

-appgared,iﬁ”slacks,-they were sent home to chdﬁge into“ékirts.

- in the classroom?

The girls repa;ted that they had gone to a friend's house near
school, ,rolled.up their slacks,{and puE{their skirts over them.
On the bus, -they %eﬁgved tﬂeir‘Sk&rts. Obviously, according to
the evaluation team, the girlé were'more'sensible than the pur-~
veyors of school rulés._ Though order was priméry at quior High )
thOoiv57, fhe childrén made their way around these constraints
when necessary. |

We,foﬁnd that very little was ever completed in class. All
lessons had & tentative character. Perhaps studenté knew that a-
heavy'emotiqnal ;nvestmeht in learning particulgr lessons would
lead to diséﬁbointménp since the bell would ring for change of class

{ _ .
before too long. Could this be why they often sat with coats on

'
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Mény.children héving had no-altérnatrve experiences in_formal
learning eccepfed school life ag& customary. Some héd the view that
the Clinic for Learning was for hdumb" kids. Qther children not
in the Clinic‘never heard of it. Some aésociated the frogram with
a femedial reading effprt. jF;V'among'the children we interviewed
ould reveal ifé programmatic struqture.‘ But most students cited "

the physical deca&‘of the school: broken windows, unpainfed walls,
locked bathrooms, agd géneral disrepair. They menfioned.beiné hit
‘Wwith yardsticks; on occasion, with belts, too. fome were slapped
"and called ﬁamés or threatenéd with 'bad things" on.}ecord cards.,
Indged; one.%;uq;nt laughed when asked if he had been hit. ”wﬁefe
y§u~been, man?" was the reply. The Clinic for Learning office, as
a matter'of fact, turnea out to be a refuge‘forAmany studehts.

They reflected that they "iiked to be_afounﬁ them," meaning persoﬂs
L’in the 6ffice. Here,.they felt, they éould discuss a’problem with

a person who would be interested.

Evidence of Achievement

We had found Ehat classes in and out of the clinic were good
anq bad, mostly the latter, in our judgmert- Clinic peopie.felﬂffgy
‘that tﬁe school was chaotic. School'peopié félt thét the Clinie.
was no better. We chose; then, to seek démonstrable evidéncé éf
-échool achie%emeﬁt. Did read?ng scores improve signiéicantly in

the Clinic? Vas absenteeism markedly reduced? Curiously enough ,

T
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the Cliﬁic for lLearning kept no records of attendancé én'its own,
'AReading scores culled from school records appeared on a plain piece
of not; paper, nét officially entered on documents of any kind. A
‘member of our researéh team eventually was able to securg data on
these categories —- rgading and attendance —-- after a‘week—¥ong
'search which led him to a iocked room in the basement of ﬁhe school.
The school administration did~kee§ such records, but they were difficult
‘to find, In brief, the recdrdé revealed no significant improvement in
reading or.attendance. Mbst'CIassés, in the Clinic ahd out,_fémained
~ two years of more behiﬁd grade levels, Absenteeism was high in the
vseventh grade gnd even higher in the eighth grade;‘the second year of"
tﬁe Cliﬁic for Leérning ﬁrbgrmn.

Inferview, observation, and study of documents sgégested ﬁhat

the Clinic for Learning did not succeed in its orig’ :1 intent. hk(:j\\

" realized as well that Junior High Schoqi 57 was not a'reéeptive host
for innovation. ‘Both university amd school, though staffed with some

individuals of high competence, served to discourage 1earningvamong‘

children, even‘if uninfentionally.
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“CAQCLUSIONS

The findings of the eveluation team led té certain conclusions
. as to why the Clinic for Learning'had not been successful, in the
5 %erms it had original}y set out for itself. It was, in simplest»
terms; the case of the hostile host and the alienated innovator.
Junior Hiéh School 57 turned.odt to be unreteptive to New York
bniversity;ﬂand New York Uﬁiversity haa'not bgen capable of élter—
Jing the style and éharacter of the educational gnd’interpersonal
"
life ted by teachers, administrators, and students at the school.
. The university was a claimant in behalf of educational reform,
and it ﬁad no sponsor. In turn, the university was not adequaﬁsly
prepared tb make ifs suggestions for change perguasive,for i%s
program lécked intellactual substance in many ways.
Even in terms of isolated occurrences, many things‘contributed
.to faiiure. Curriculum'wés'hastily conceived.at the start of the
school year in 1966. Thé Local School Board and the bistrict Supef-
intendent'had no initial say in chéosing Junior High Schdzl 57
»asvthé site for the Clinic for Leérning ?rogram.ﬁ No.black person
was assigned by New York University to the Clinic staff at the scﬂool.
No séecifically delineated lineg of authority were created by which

decisions would be made. Parents were not functionally integrated

into the program.‘ Children were not organically involved in the

5

S;YSr“
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program. [No specific means for evaluation throughout the program

\

were constructed., -In short, despite:the ihstitution of a cluster
format, the educational life of children was not significantly
altered. OSchooling remained virtually the same for them: un-

rewarding and, in many instances reported to us, repressive. With

all this, neitheér ‘he university nor the school could overcome many

petty antagonisme. The school maintained"its.stable and percsistent
character, indicating perhaps that schcols are indeed difficult
to change without cereful advance planning and massive efforf.

.The failure of the Clinic for lLearning reveals,Awe ﬁhi@k, that
ideologies reflecting on .the life-styles of the poor, and philosb—
phies of chlturalAdeprivation, are irrelevant and oblique to con-

-

siderations of why children do ﬁot'aéhieve higher levels of learn-

ing: “uite clearly, it was not the children who caused failure
of the program. -It was neither the children's home life nor com-
munity influence that.prévented success. Indeed, what happens to

<

children in schools must be sought in the schobis themselves. This
_ mucp.has been learned‘from the two-year Clinic fo; Leérning expéri—
ence . - .

Unfo?tunately, we did not find that saﬁgpl officials were able
to conclude this, as well. ‘The school felt’it did an adequate job.
Many at Junior High Sghool 57 continued to believe tha£ childreﬁ‘
were being aaequately'educgtedL ‘Nothing in the data collected bi

3



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

35

the evaluation tearn allowe such a determination. On the contrary,

~we find that New Tfork University's sense that chools have to be

changed is verified by the experience of the Clinic ror Learning,
Tts failure to have accomhlisheq the purpose 1t set for itself
gimply indicates the enormity of the problem. Not only does the
conteht and porteht of- proposed chenge in schools need elese exam- .-
ihution, but so do the social processes by which‘these,chanées
would be effected.

More p;eeife insights are needed into the nature of the mean-

irgz of community and the‘relationship between community and school

"as these affect behavior. The training, recrultment, and reten-

S

tion of teachers need further investigation. . The behavior of

teachers, themselves preducts of ~the pubiic schools, has to be re-

.

viewed carefully. And children's learning styles -- the strategies
\

theV develop to counter teéchers negat1v1sm -~ are not well enough
\ . o
under°tood.‘ 0f what, in. faob; may :unﬂerachievement be a2 function?

iy
Y

Ic a theory of Eultural depri&ation by“iteelf adequate? ’

nswers to thecse que"tlonQ must be sought beforehand if ed-

\
'4‘?

ucational innovation is to be potentnally successful It may

'well be that the pockets of poverty that have come to characterize

our inner cities have evolved into situations where schools have

become an integral and causal aspect of class diffeﬁenti@yion and
¢ . .
deprivation. GQuite obviously, there is a neged for classtoom

<

‘5
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cnorenloed ddenl cdliure ar
L

rarkedly secn at e And the idoological dog

between univereity wonceptions and ihe real 1lveoc of the poor was

-

personified in the erroneous premises T Vew York Iniversiiy's
original noncep110n of the ed]Gaﬁianal prbblém .aﬁ Junior Higﬁ
Péhool 7. The nonedu:ative fgnc%ions of schooling have geen‘bver—
looked, and the educati&e pspecte and influeﬁees ol community life
have been denied. Thiﬁf”we think,iis 2 ﬁisunderstanding vig-n-vis
the nature of cultural transmission. Vhat kiﬁds of children, in

the long run, are schools attempting o produce? ‘What will be the

congequences of the failure to proverly educate .the poor: The

o
”
o

viability of the school as an institution is certeinly at st

3

in the answers to these auestions.

[}

The Clinic for Leavnlng experiencc indicated that educators

could not significantly talk to bne another. How then can they
: . . . . .
be expected to talk to children? I education ig¢ discontinuous

.
.

with out-of-cchool life,‘mk legitimacy needs questioning. The

major benefit of the Clinic for Ig%rnlng experiment may well re-

"~

v’ i o
side in the awareness of this fact. If parents and students are
. ‘ . 9
to reject and avoid fatalism as an educational philosophy, new, ap-
proacheé to education must be sought in vhich those ssme parents

and gtudents will be functionally involved. The absence of parent’

“and pupil influence in the Clinic for Learning stands out in sterk

relief., = o o

0y
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. Hindeight is not necessarily a mark of wisdom. Therefore, .

the evaluatlon team did not construe itz tack to be one.of assesc~

&

ing biame in behalf_éf individuals’involved in the Clinic f&r Tearn-

o

ing experiment. Successful chenge must transcend personality. dif-

ferences. If anything has been learned from the program, its.mani-’

L . . S N ' . o ,
. rfestation will be present in futﬁ}e attempts at university-school-
community. cooperation. Qur findings and recomméndations are bent

toward that end.. We recognize the role played by chancé; as well . _

' . ’ . Lo . ' .
. as by rumor and'misinterpretation, in innovation. There remains
the responsibility to reduce the poténtialimargin for fror in

programs that affect the lives of children. Qur‘findingsﬂwill,
it is hoped, serve that end.

L,

Felt Need: Definition of -the Problem

.

The university's definitioﬁ of the educaticnal problem at Junior
High School 57 was incomplete. Conceptualizétion of childrgh’s
learning neéds and capacities was formulated by professérs who were

'

not in every 1n<tan e perceptlve of the real lives’ cbnldren 1ead

thildren and parents, 1ndeed might have had al ernatrwe porcepujonu.
N

The "vacuum ideology" of "cultural deprlvatlon was later felt

be insufficient. - . o

Recommendation . , N

13

1

' A definition of the problem and an articilation of "felt peed"

et . . - . -
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et come from the recip%snt popuilation. 1In thi; way, those WhO
” woild henefit froﬁ changégaré'given a sense‘of‘partiCipation and
: Lo
racponsibility in progréﬁs in their behalf. Additionally, the-_
_}nnovafqr can test his éwﬁ_”gu}tuga}”fipst‘gssumﬁtjons"<agai§§§

v

tl:e perceptions of those being described.

Zulture and Cammunity

Faulty ond fragmented knowledé%iof the comﬁunity in which
unior High Schboi 57 was located obtained. School failure was
lar;ély attributed to‘the life ied by childreﬁ out of scﬁdol.

Thé strengchs éf family énd Engpd{ty iﬁstitutions wére ovgflooked
by {he university. The "culture of po&erty” concept was‘uhiform-
1y cpplied to peoplé'; liveé, without sufficiéntlknowiedge of
those lives and the Variatioﬁs thaﬁ take place within them. The
establishment of the ;chool—comﬁﬁniﬁy’liéisdn pr9é}am was never

11y manifested.

Recommendation o

A survey of the community and its tangency to the larger society .

of which it'is;a’part has to be made initially. u‘Comrm‘mity self-
descriptions are"paramount and prerequisitqwto working with the
uoﬁmunify. This suggests the.inclusion of iay persopsland.neighbor—fm
-hood repfésentativeé in all prdgrams‘relating‘t; ﬁPe'ggmmunity.

Further, this accords status’ and responsibility to residents
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who will have to live with the results of innovation. Indeed, &
cign of innovative success is the ability of the host to carry on

after the 'innovater departs.

Receptivity of the Host

o
L]

Junior High School 57 was a hostile host to New York Univer-
sity. Suctessful change hinges on the establishment'of a comple-
mentarity bétween host and_ihnovator. This did not occur. The’
;;hoice of Junior High School‘57 as the site for experimentation

was, in the end, a bad one. ’ _ -

Recommendation . i g

<
Selection of the place for innovation must be derived jointly ,

with the permigsion of the innovator and the host. sJoint plannlng
\ . ' »
is necessary. When schooling is involved, parents and .children are °

2lso to be consulted. One definition of the pocr is that they some-

times are unable to avoid the remedisl programs :-adered in their

S . '
“®half, which turns out to be an additional sign of .their political

powerlessness. To avoid impropér estimates of the potential for
change, the place selected for changé must meet the approval of all
i

’

involved.

Selection of Personnel

New York University did not represent in its hiring the goals

-

N

3y
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2f the program it hoped to institute. Namely, it did not hire,.

in the first year, an administrative mgmbér of its staff who was

e

black. 1In a school with a population more than 70 percent black,

~ S . : 9

this/;ppééred ag an 1nsult to the community. The community could

not accept a program that in its sfaffing was not representative

of the goals it purported to want\to achieve. , T
Teéchers were sometimés choseﬁ because fhey volunteered for

- the program. Wanting to do something does not necessarily ensure

..

that it will be done ‘well. s

Inclusion of minority group members in progrars in behalf of

minori{y Eroupg is essential. Selectionlaf personnel has to take
into account“competencé, £ course, but it must be concerned wiéh
relevance as well, Pérticulérly withvrespebtxto'minority groups,
attitudes and feelings., not just sﬁbject familiarity, must be con- .
sidefed‘in progréms of educational innovation. Beha?iorai tenkions
are %hus lesgened. Hiring a person who "just stepped off a bus"

because her subject is relevant is a weak procedure. The "person,'

4

not the "slot," is of importance.

Planning and Flexibility

Curriculum  planning was not sufficiently accomplished before
the program began. Indeed, revisions were hastily made at the
gtart of the‘experimenta1\program. Nor was there sufficient flex—

\,

ibility in adopting new weys when prior ways proved inconclusive,
i v
!
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Though the cluster format presumed to be an innovation, curriculum

remained substantially the same for children. .

Recommendation

Precise formulation of the anticipated change process should
precede implementation of the éhange. Curriculum has to be related
to’the real lives of studenks in order to be meapiﬁéful._‘Subject
matter that is formulated around protocol and school format exclusive-

‘ 1y will have no out-of-school application. its validity is thereﬁyv'
challenged. Perhaps New York University was paftialky correct: ''"The

children are the curriculum.,” Unfortunately, it could not implement

this philosophy. Another reéommendation to coﬁsider would be that N
o all school life must have an action component built into it. It
is highly doubtful, we think, that total éducatién can take place
within thélschool alone. Getting out of the classroom #s a major
curriculum change needed. in-schéol education alone is confining

and restricting, given the variety of personal and learning styles

represented by children of different ethnic groups.
. y :
e - ’ \

BEvaluation of the Program

There was a failure to provide ongoing evaluation of the Clinic
for Leafning program. Reading and attendance records Were difficult

to obtain by the research team. Effects other then "feeling better




e L2 _:' .
about oneself" have to be catalogued.

. Recommendation

Fvaluative procedures have to be'ah:integral part.of innova-

. t
tion. If this is absent, how can the process of innovation be

jnﬁerpreted? A research aspect ought to attend‘attempté at in-

novation. In this way, even if programs fail to meet anticipated

4 goals; there are important research revelations. Innovation and
£ -
reseaiihlgaﬁ coexist, If tliis had obtained, both New York Univer-

sity and Junior High School 57 would have known why the Clinic for

Learning had not succeeded.

K

Participation with Tunction and Status
A

I “ -

There waz a failure to accord clear—éut function and appropriate
'gtatus tb those invélved in the Clinic program. People wefe hot.
. gure at what“points in the sequence}of events, énd from what'posi—
tions in the social structure, they were expectéd ﬁo act. Teachers
Tand studenté found their loyalties divided bétWeén ﬁniversity and

o

school.

Recommendation

A joint social structure has to be erected when independent
o ’ .

groups wofk toward chenge. Change 1is of necessi%y a réformulation




of the old, Some vestiges of the 0ld need to be maintained to
create a sense of continuity. Simply undoing the old totally doesn't

work. There have to be defined lines of communication, sc that

the flow of information is enhanced.

K]
[

Accountability and Responsibility
' Because no discernible organizational nattern emerged to ac-
commodate all persons in the experiment, factionalism was menifest.
Without clear authority there was no clea?t accountability. Had
this not-been so, accusations of biame would not have accrued. It

P

would have been apparent where, and at whose~hands, things occurred.

Recommendation . : . .

The.williiffsis to compromise shbuld characterize the actin'
‘ities of innovafors. Juét as the innovator benefité by enhanCed
professional standing when he.is Sucéessfulv he must be willing
to accept fazilure honestly._ This must be true of the host, as well,
when he has contribiited to failure. Eaucation has. traditionally
beeﬁ ﬁ@rked in schools by the unwillinéneés o® educators to be ac-

countable for failure.

i

Probing Past Successes

It is not apperent thet past successful attempts at inmovation .
- L - ' ~
were taken into consideration”in the Clinic for Learning experiment.
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wWhat had occurred in the AFLYX program? What significance did it
hold for the Clinic? Had other programs succeeded under similar

conditions?

- - - - - - = e =T . —

Recommendation

Big failures are worse than small ones. ©Small suecesses are
better than»big failures. Perhaps New York University should not'
have taken over the entire seventh grade for its experiment. A
smaller demonstration grouping weuld have allowed more flexibility
and greafer scrd%iny over the project. Failure is not quite as
profound in smalle}.groupings. This was recognized in the second
. year of the program when the Clinic for Learning included half the

classes it originally involved. Parents and children legiti~wtely

object when failure is massive. Further, gross failure precludes. *

" the acceptance of other innovators in the same place. Experimenters
have a responsibility not only to their subjects but also  to future

potential investigators. It is doubtful that Junior High School 57,

&

its childreﬁ; and its parents will soon be open to other innovative

programs. . ’ !

Inclusion off Influential Persons

-

There was no deliberate inclusion of influential persons in

the Clinic fefTLearning program. Well-known community figures, and

&
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those favorably seen in the public world, were not closely related
to the program. Ilergymen, for example, and others of high repute

were 1in the main excluded.

~Recommendation

< %

Successful change often hingés ol the approval of persons of

Y

high ctatus. . If only for its symbolic quality, positively-seen
. . .
- persons are to be included in change programs. ‘Oftgn those who

ostensibly would benefit from change do not respond positively
because they "do not want to make the innovator look good.ﬁv How-

-ever, these same persons would want to make those they admire in-

deed look good.

Attitudes and Beliefs’
o

Reliefs irrespective of their verifiable content form the
baceg for reality‘for.all persons. New York University failed to
nroperly catalogue the beliefs held at Junior High School 57. In

like manner, it was unaware of the discri?;natory attitudes of some

teachers.

Recommendation .

¢

Where attitudes must be changed for innovation to succeed, the

innovator must be sware of existing beliefs and mythsf“ The need
‘ : A
i -

-
- \
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e
for "sensitivity" training and Proad-based preparation with regard
to feelings is clear. The covert aspects of behavior extend deep.

ne-cannct Jjudge intentions by overt tendencies alone. - -

Perceptions Held of Innovator and Host of One Another

The original perceptions held of one another by the university
and the school proved unfounded. Frior, informal,and unofficial

.

contact should have been instituted. Both groups came to have
) . . . AN
altered images of one another once the program @Zé underway. They

were then incapable or unwilling to revise these estimates.

Recommendation

Innovator and host have to be awar f the poteﬁti 1 for dis-
ruptioq in change attempts. How does change fit into the existing
lives of both innovator and host? This must be clearly answered

av . s ‘ ]
and understood before change occurs, Imbalance and disequilibrium
are potential consequen%?s of change. The,searph for balance is
mltimately the creative aspect of change. It may well be that
Juni~r High School 57 cannot return to former ways as the result

of having housed the Clinic for Learning. Will this itself prove

positive or negative?

Existing Unite of Codperation

There was a failure by school and community to recognize exist-

ing structural,formé: teachers' orgaﬁizations, the .Local School
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Board, parent groups, and community action agencies. Failure to

involve them gave a negative conhotation to the program and precluded

their support of it.
Recommendation |, i ﬂ

Periodic "rites of intensification" are central to reinforc-
L

ing group orientation and common goals., Meetings of change agents

and hosts might well coordinate with other events that affirm in-

novative intent. Having meetings in neighbofhood churches and com-
. \ ’

. . - g .
munity centers gives neighborhood persons a sense of involvement

\ . .
P S -~/
and gpproval. The school is only one institutional arrangement

} - Co.
among many in the community. Establishing tangent relations between
school and community enables joint support. Bypassing significant

persons and groupingsg that have acknowledged function causes anxiety

and detachment. SR

Timing
\

The timing of innovation is critiqal in contemplating success.
Perhaps Néw York University should have experimented initially not
only at the summer camp at Holmes, New York, but also in the séhool'
during'the sumﬁer. During periods of diminished activity, existing

N 1
\/j . ways of doing things are not so much at stake.
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Recommendation ‘//)
—

;e

[y

.. The.bgginning of the school year may,not~bg;the_§¢§t,tjmgVer,

inspiring change. DPeople are normally anxious about the new school

year. Periods of slack allow persons to consider their involvement
without pressure. 1In this way rumor is averted, an innovative time-
table cen be set in motion, feedbnck is fostered, progress reports

14

can te produaced, and open discussio? of policy can take place in

the atsence of urgency.

Coordination

There was o lack ?%7coordinatiop of the overall project. Social

work aspects, communit& liaison efforts, classroom instruction,etc.
[ N
were not functionally interrelated. :

Recommendation

One aspect of change will inflﬁence all the other facets of
chénge. Ag these go on in parallel fgshion it is necegsary to as-
sess their joint &s well as.their inéepe;dent Qualities, It may
well be that the social workfcomponent of a proéram, for example,
succeeds, while the curriculum aspect does nof. These have to be
brought together in contemplating the signi?icance of the tdfal

effort. Individual teachers might be quite good, but are overlooked

when an ehtire program looks bad. Positive aspects need to be.



La
.identified, if only to understand how they emerge when other pafts

.of a program fail.

—— .- e T e T - . - L - — - e

k FINAL(X%@ENT
It seemed to the evaluation team that both New York University '
and Junior High School 57 formed a "contraculture' to that of the
child. University and school were in the community but not of it.
They have had a tentative ﬁffect on the lives of neighborhood resi-
dents. It appears to us that they will never be fgndamentaily re-
. lated to the coﬁmuﬁiﬁy’until they draw upon the community for theirv
" own sustenance. . There is much to be learn&d outside the fortresses
of u;iversity.and sqhobl. The failure of the Clinic fof Leérning
has ;hown that most cleérly; No longer éan tﬁe schoo} define the
nature of -slum community life; rather, the reverse eﬁerges as true:
‘the school and the university will mdfe likely conform to the com-
munity's definition of them.; Lgt us hope it will be a peaceful re-
-definitiér; and transition.

2
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APPENDIX B

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL - NYU (FLINIC FOR LEARNING) PROJFCT

s Evalvation Design’

'3
g

The - C11n1c for Iearnlng was. apparently set up through, the
initiative of New York University in conjunction with' the
New York City Board of Education and Junior High Sehdol 57
in Brooklyn. Its purpose was to improve and enhance learn-
ing in the seventh grade of Junior High 57 by new and innova-
tive approaches to education. It had its inception in Fall
1966 and 1s now completlng its §e¢ond year of operation.

-~

~

As revealed ih a meetlng at Junlor High 57 ‘on March 15, 1968 °-

the project has failed to meet the goals anticipated when it
originally began. Ostensibly, the purpose of an evaluation
of that project would uncover the 'successes the project did
achieve and the reasons for those failures that did-occur-. -
‘In-addition, an evaluation would assess the feasability of
continuing the project and would derive a model for future
innovative undertakings of a similar nature at Junior High 57
and similar schools. Important, as well, would be a study. of
the relationship between university and public school in-
cooperative educational epdeavors. ‘What ere the roles of
these respective institutions? And what is_ the role of
community groups in the implementatipn of school pract3ce°
Was the initial plan faulty or did the involvement of
particular persons or groups mltlgate against success, des~
plte well made plans? , \,4

¥
Inev1tably, an evaluation of the NYU - Junlor ngh 57 project
would include a study of Junior High 57, itself, and its
relationship to the larger community of which it is a part.
School culture and social structure may be so arranged as to
allow only partlcular kinds of educatlonal .successes, and
not others. And neighborhood feeling and sub-cultural
patterning may, similarly, have profound influence on stu-
dents achievement performance. Thus, @ many aspects of
school in community will have to be assessed, while at the

same time the procedures of NYU personnel are carefully
appraised.

Interview and participant-observation will be primarygtech-
niqués employed by skillful and careful researchers whose sole
interest is an objective evaluation.of the project, and the.
1mplftat10ns such ‘an evaluation would have Yor the edugation

~of children in the schools. The' proaect will be traced

sequentially from its beginnings, and qualitatively for its
impact on all personnel involved: throughout 1t§ course.
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. It may be possible to assess the project by the achievement
level students who have attained within it and by the manifes-
tation of new behavioral tendencies among students, their
parents, teachers, and other school persons. Newly accrued
attitudes and feelings are often more significant than test
scores and achievement levels, Thus, the covert and latent
influences - positive and negative - will be screened, as
well; as the overt marks of success or failure in the project.,
Several questions will need asking:

1. How did the project originate? Whose responsibil: ylwas
its qrganization and implementation? Was there a’specific -
and legitimate "felt need" expressed? By whom? . 1;

-

2. How was the "target" or "recipient" population chosen?
_ Was there a particular order of priority in making this
.. choice? o : - '
3. Hoéw. were project personnel trecruited and incorporated
into the project? How wes it planned to assess their
effectiveness? Were specific selections of persons of
critical relevance as the project progressed? Were
important changes necessitated? Why?

L, Was a partigpiar sedﬁence planned toward implementation
- of the project? Did this have toc be revised? What
occurrences could not be planned for?

Can significant event analyses be revealed? That is,
were there particular events that lent a-distinct and
marked character to the project? Were there, for
example, any periods of crisis? By what description
would such a crisis be characterized?

A
.

6. Were any people seen with resentment for their partici-
pation in the project? Why? Could this have been avoid-
" - ed? o :

7. In terms of initiation of activity and contacts made
) with personsgrelated to the project, which people took
;o ' prominence? Was this originally intended tfis way?

8.. Was reward an inducement to,participete in the progect?
Yor example, were special hours offered to project
Coe . teachers? Were salaries higher for these people? Were
' children permitted special dispensation of any kind? -
What psychological rewards were evident?




10.

11,

12,

13.

L.
15,
16.
17.

18,

19.

20,

-3 -

’id chance or error play an important role? What in-
advertent occurrences significantly influenced the course

of the project?

Were there any conflicts of personal interest? Or, by
contrast, did a collective spirit emez‘ge'>

chasn"agc'c,er'>

What was its

What means of evaluation were built into the project for
continual assessment of its progress and purpose? At what
point did it become apparent that it would either

Who made this assessment? Was there
agreement? Who held opposing points of view? Were these-
differences resolved?

succeed or fail?

When was the television film decided upon?

intended purpose? . Did its showing mold opinion about the

project? In what

How were disputes

‘allow for feedback and open discussion?

‘What was its

way? How do you think 1t affected the
perceptions of the viewing public?

resolved? Were mechanisms built in to

Who were the key

"points of tangency" among the various sub-groupings in-

volved in the project?

Were students represented?

What impact diq'thebproject.have on teachers and students

not involved in it?

Did it serve to divide the school

population or to enlist it in common educational effort?

What demonstrable

' Wlll these last?

success were achieved?

Specifically.

Would the proﬁect have succeeded in another settlng°
Could it still succeed at Junior High 577
learned, in terms of educational 1nnovat1ve procedure,

from the project?

What was

Was a study of antecedent activities and .school con~:

ditions made prior to the project?

What were the find-

ings? If no study was made, why wasn't it made?

Did rumor and gossip play an important role? How?

Who had the most to gain from the project!s success?
Who had the greatest risk in anticipation of failure? !

Were there any inconsistencies in the behavior of pro-

Ject personnel?

How were these manifest?

!
{
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The results of the interpretation of the data gathered in an
evaluation of the project may have important implication for
the future education of children in schools. For example, it
may well reveal .insight into the possible difference in goals,
and the means toward their fulfillment, between community
groups and professional education groups. Does one group
(commnity) seek operational insights, while the other {school
and university) seeks theoretical application? Can these be
fused in common erientation? In fact, to whom do children
"belong"? To parents? To the school? To NYU?

What (tentative) hypothesss can be drawn from the project
experience? Can a model be redrawn for school-university
cocperation? Was the project based in false premises to be-
gin with? Was the project a failure because it did not
"create' the relevant personalities for the changes it post-
ulated?

Follow up

A follow up would imply the erection of a model for change.
Such a follow up would really be the behavior of Junior High-
57 personnel and the local community in seekinhg effective
school practices in-behalf of children. In other words, the
evaluation study of the project should offer some blueprints
for possible future change, even at a theoretical level,
particularly with relatlon to university involvement.

1. How is the innovator perceived by the host? How does
the host perceive himself (what are the relevant self
“descriptions involved)?

2., Is the technical competence needed for innovation mre=
sent?

3. How does the innovator communicate his intentions and
expertise? What segment of the population is reached in
his procedures? Is feedback allowed for?

4, TIs the‘recipient an active or passive host? What evi-

dence is there of the recipient's commitment to the
change involved?

5. Is the timing of the innovation well thought out? When
is introduction of the new opportune?

6. Is flexibility built in? Is the innovator blindly bent
on singular, sometimes, inflexible goals?
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7. Is 'there consistency in innovator behavior? Is the
attempt at change consistent or variable?

8: Is maintenance of the project provided for? Who will =
oversee things when the innovator is not there? -

9. Has the host given evidence of prior commitment to the
goals of the project (or similar ones)?

10. What is the motivati-n for the host's desire for change?

11. What are the units of coopefétién among the host?
Family? Community organizations? Parents? etc.

12, ° What values and beliefs characterize the world view of
the recipient culture? Are“these supportive of the
planned innovation or antagonistic to it?

e /’
E. Budget . : T (
Should prov1de‘for competent ahd experienced personnel. As _ -
important as the gathering of data will' be their interpretation

The major investment will, no doubt, be in time. -However,
tape recorders and other materlal will be of importance, too.

[>]

s




